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Chinese Sitras in Tibetan Translation 
A Preliminary Survey 


Jonathan A. SILK 


Abstract 

Most Tibetan stitra translations were produced from Indic sources, in principle in Sanskrit. 
However, just as the sources of Tibetan Buddhism are not solely Indian, the sources of 
scriptures translated into Tibetan are also not uniquely Indian. The present contribution 
identifies a set of siitra translations in Tibetan based not on Sanskrit sources, but rather on 
Chinese. Many of these were evidently produced in Dunhuang. Their study will inform us 
not only about the state of Buddhism in the 8th-10th centuries in the Tibetan emprire, but also 
provide a unique window into their Chinese sources, since the Tibetan translations offer a 
contemporary educated reading of these texts. They represent, therefore, in addition to their 
cultural value, a priceless source for the study of Buddhist Chinese language. 


Keywords 
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All translation is commentary.' This truism is a vital key to one of the motivations behind the 
study of Classical translations of Buddhist scriptures, namely, that such works can provide 
interpretations often significantly differently informed than our own. The translator, in setting 
the source text into a new linguistic frame, interprets it through his own lens, and that lens, in 
a traditional context, is sure to have been grounded in a vast and deep knowledge. In cases in 
which we no longer have access to the ‘originals’ from which translations were made, the 
utility of the translation is obvious. But even when we have good evidence for the putative 
sources themselves—a Sanskrit manuscript for a stitra available also in Tibetan translation, 
for instance—translations continue to offer valuable perspectives. Such works have, of 
course, long been used to ‘correct’ Sanskrit texts, the transmission of which is not perfect, 
this being common in Buddhist studies when Tibetan translations are deployed to shed light 
on Indic works. But other more interpretive uses are not to be overlooked. 

The Indo-Tibetan axis is not, morever, the only relevant or interesting one in this regard. 
Tibetan translations of another type also provide valuable insight, these being translations 
made from sources in Chinese. More than a century ago, Paul Pelliot (1908: 513) pointed out 
that a number of Tibetan texts he had just discovered in Dunhuang were, in fact, translated 
from Chinese; he later added that the same is true for some texts found in the Kanjurs (1914: 
143). In pre-modern times already the Lhan dkar ma and ’Phang thang ma Imperial 


‘This introduction incorporates material previously published in Silk 2014. I owe debts large and small for 


corrections, additions and information to too many colleagues to name, but I cannot omit mention of my 
student, Channa Li, whose own research deals with the same corpus. 
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catalogues, dating respectively to 812 and 830 (or thereabouts; the exact dates are disputed), 
had set aside separate sections to record translations from Chinese—separate because the 
default position was already in this early time translation from Sanskrit. Chinese translations 
of Indic texts, meanwhile, although on the whole less mechanically produced than most 
Tibetan translations, have also long been employed as witnesses (most basically, for the 
purposes of providing termini ante quem), in addition to their obvious function of shedding 
light on Buddhism in East Asia. 

When such Chinese translations are proposed as windows onto Indic texts, however, a 
number of questions arise. Some of these are motivated by the obvious fact that, whereas 
Tibetan translations from Sanskrit give the impression of a sort of literalness which permits 
one confidently to retrovert an Indic Vorlage,’ Chinese translations, in contrast, seem to 
render the spirit in preference to the letter. Their relation to their source texts aside, a basic 
challenge remains, namely, how to interpret the Chinese texts themselves. That is to say, in 
the first place one task facing us in our quest to utilize these translations is determining how 
they were understood by their intended audiences, or by some traditional audience. In this 
regard, one source might be the hardly studied Manchu translations which, however, are quite 
modern, belonging to the latter part of the 18th century. The insight they provide, therefore, 
can reflect only understandings of this period, far removed from the time of composition of 
the texts, and even from the social and intellectual setting of most of the historical readers of 
these materials. In contrast, the much older store of relatively early translations into Tibetan, 
most of which appear to date to between the eighth and tenth centuries, provides a potentially 
excellent set of reference points for medieval Chinese Buddhist understandings of the 
scriptures.’ 

Except in the field of Chan studies, and therein especially in relation to the so-called 
Bsam yas debates, which have garnered significant attention over the past decades, these 
materials rendered from Chinese into Tibetan have been largely overlooked in scholarship. 
While exceptions exist, such as the important contributions of Oetke 1977 and Stein 1983, an 
enormous amount remains to be done. One possible result of such studies is that what may 
appear to us today as a style of Chinese translation more free than literal was understood 
instead by contemporary readers as quite precise indeed. Evidence for the precision of the 
Chinese renderings comes from their Tibetan translations, in which we find, for instance, that 
technical terms are regularly recognized in their Chinese guise. (This process may have been 
aided by glossaries, such as Pelliot tibétain 1257, although at least this particular work may 
have been descriptive rather than prescriptive; see Kimura 1985.*) In other words, the results 


*. This is an impression which, as anyone who has carefully studied them, however, must conclude, is not 


always justified. See Silk 2016. 

> Some translations are much later, but these are of less concern in the present context. 

* According to Akamatsu 1988: 378, the list of 85 siitra and treatise titles in P. tib. 1257 is based on juan 8 of 
the Datang neidan lu KFFAYLER, the Lidai zhongjingjian ruzang lu FES SAE GLA gRER, though this is questioned 
by Apple and Apple 2017: 99, part of their argument being that the manuscript itself shows that the Tibetan titles 
were written first, but they conclude that the relation may well be complex. In any event, Akamatsu speculates 
that the manuscript contains the catalogue of the holdings of some monastic library, perhaps the Dayun si K2 
=f, a name mentioned on the manuscript itself. (That the Datang neidan lu was used to organize canons at the 
largest monastery in Dunhuang, the Longxing si #E825, is confirmed by the manuscript P. 3432 [Rong 1999- 
2000: 258].) Akamatsu remarks that in his enumeration titles 9, 14, 16, 20, 36 and 62 correspond to texts 
believed to have been translated from Chinese. Apple and Apple number these rather 9, 15, 17, 21, 37, 63. Since 
their article is much more accessible, as well as much more clearly presented, I follow their numbering. See 
below in the listings. Note that for Hakamaya 1984: 177, P. tib. 1257 records the old, pre-standardized Tibetan 
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of even the relatively small-scale studies undertaken thus far allow us to conclude that the 
Tibetan translators understood the Chinese renderings in a very precise and technical manner, 
which enabled them to render the Chinese equivalents of originally Indic terminology into 
Tibetan in a manner every bit as precise as what we find in translations made directly into 
Tibetan from Indic originals. Although it is too early to say for certain or to appreciate the 
matter in detail, we are probably justified to expect that investigations of such translations 
will help us better appreciate the value of Chinese translations, not only in their own right and 
for the study of Chinese Buddhism, but beyond to an appreciation of them as meaningful and 
precise renderings of Indic materials into an idiom which remains for us still insufficiently 
understood, namely ‘Buddhist Chinese.’ 

Below I offer a list of Tibetan stitra translations from Chinese. However, I have little 
doubt that other examples of Tibetan renderings from Chinese remain unrecognized. For 
instance, Dunhuang manuscript Pelliot tibétain 89 preserves two Tibetan translations, namely 
those of the Maitreyapariprccha and Gangottarapariprccha. Until I noted them in Silk 2014, 
these had remained unrecognized as renderings from Chinese. I will soon publish an edition 
of the latter text, and the former will be published by my student, Channa Li. I have also 
prepared an edition of the Smaller Sukhavativyiha sutra, focused on a fragmentary Tibetan 
translation (the final two thirds of the text are preserved) of Kumarajiva’s Chinese rendering, 
the Amituo jing bli hERE. This, like the Tibetan translation of one of the Chinese versions of 
the Larger Sukhavativyiha siitra, rendered from Bodhiruci’s Wuliangshou rulai hui #63 4 
Ae (something more than half of the Tibetan text is preserved, of which I have an edition in 
preparation), were long ago identified by Akamatsu Kosh6, but no further work was done. 
What these only recently identified, or largely ignored, materials illustrate is the potential for 
further identifications of similarly overlooked materials. For the moment, therefore, we must 
consider ourselves on the whole to be at the very beginning of the long task of coming to 
grips with these sources. 


Preliminary List of Tibetan Scripture Translations from Chinese 


This list attempts to gather references to all extant pre-modern scripture (siitra) translations in 
Tibetan made from Chinese. It does not list quotations of siitras found within texts, such as 
some Chan related works or compendia from Dunhuang, although these can also contain 
valuable materials (Obata 1975, Kimura 1986). It also does not list translations which are not 
known to be extant, even though they may be listed in the Lhan dkar ma catalogue or 
elsewhere, and their (former) existence is surely important for an understanding of the 
historical situation. The line, moreover, between sitra and tantra may not always be clear; I 
have avoided what seemed to me obviously tantric materials, leaving their study to others 
competent in this field. 

For Kanjur item numbering and the text of Kanjur colophons I follow the indications at 
http://www.istb.univie.ac.at/kanjur/xml3/xml/. For the Lhan dkar ma, | refer to Herrmann- 
Pfandt 2008, for the “Phang thang ma Kawagoe 2005 (the numbering in Halkias 2004 differs 


vocabulary, rather than the equivalents for Chinese terms. This question is also considered by Apple and Apple 
2017. 
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slightly), and for Bu ston’s catalogue Nishioka 1980, 1981, 1983.° I provide minimal biblio- 
graphic references; for some texts there is already considerable secondary literature, but since 
my goal here is only to introduce the scope of the available material, I have not aimed at 
exhaustive references. Again for practical reasons I have not systematically surveyed the 
Dunhuang manuscripts. Hence, indications of Tibetan manuscript versions below are also 
certainly only partial. For the same reasons, I have not listed Dunhuang Chinese manuscripts, 
although it will be essential to study these, when available, alongside the Tibetan translations. 
(See in this regard especially the note under stra T. 374 in the list.) 

Merely for the sake of convenience the texts are listed here in the order of the Chinese 
source texts as found in the Taisho edition, without any implication that this order is impor- 
tant for any reason (in fact, it is profoundly unhistorical), and without implication of the 
relation borne by the Chinese text now edited in the Taisho edition to that actually used by 
the Tibetan translators. That is, it is not necessarily the case that the Chinese text edited in the 
Taisho edition (primarily based ultimately on the Second Kory6 fi £2 printing) reflects in its 
details the Chinese text available to the Tibetan translators; the evidence of the Amituo jing is 
that it does not, while the Gangottarapariprccha presents a slightly more optimistic picture. 
(It seems to me likely that texts which had received more attention historically tend to have 
more complex textual transmissions, a hyopthesis which should be empirically tested.) But 
these are only the most preliminary of findings. Tibetan translations whose Chinese original 
is not yet identified are listed in alphabetical order of their (putative) Sanskrit title. These 
Sanskrit titles should only be used for ease of reference; in many cases there can be no 
assurance that a text was known in India by such a title at all. Following this is a list of texts 
which may be translations from Chinese, but whose status remains unclear. This includes a 
few items previously considered to belong to the category of Tibetan translations from 
Chinese, but which I now believe are to be excluded. 

It is highly likely that there are items listed below as translations from Chinese whose 
identification as such is erroneous, or at least overly simplistic,° and that translations which 
should be listed as belonging to this category are missing. Future studies will clarify out- 
standing questions, and raise new ones. 

Since this material has for the most part hardly begun to be studied as a whole, I offer at 
this moment only a single observation about the content of this list. The Maharatnakita 
collection consists of 49 texts, and seems to have been established—at least in the form in 
which we now know it—by Bodhiruci in the beginning of the 8th century in China. The 
arrangement of the Maharatnaktta collection in the Tibetan Kanjurs is modeled on Bodhi- 
ruci’s collection as transmitted in China; there is no evidence for the previous existence of a 
Maharatnakita collection in India which could have served as the model for the Tibetan 
structuring. It is therefore most interesting to find that of the 49 texts of the Maharatnakita 
collection, fully 10 of them are represented in the list of Tibetan siitras translated from 
Chinese (without, to be sure, any reference in colophons, for instance, to the inclusion of 
these texts within such a collection). At least as a first reaction, one cannot escape the 
impression that some Tibetan scholars became familiar with the extent of the Maharatnakita 


5s 


Strictly speaking, chapter 4 of his History of Buddhism, the Bde bar gshegs pa’i bstan pa’i gsal byed chos 
kyi ’byung gnas gsung rab rin po che’i mdzod ces bya ba. 

° — That is, it seems likely that some Tibetan versions are hybrid products, taking account of both Sanskrit and 
Chinese sources. See Li 2016. For an interesting apparent parallel situtation in Uigur, see Porcid 2003. 
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collection through Bodhiruci’s compilation and, finding that some components of this 
collection were not yet available in Tibetan translation, made a systematic effort to complete 
the compendium by rendering the thus-far unavailable sitras from Chinese into Tibetan. If so, 
this fact becomes, reflexively as it were, one piece of evidence suggestive of the non- 
existence of a Maharatnakita collection in India (at least in the form in which it was known 
to Tibetans not long after the time of Bodhiruci himself), and, correspondingly, support for 
the hypothesis that its compilation was due to the initiative of Bodhiruci (despite the oft-cited 
statement of Xuanzang that he brought the siitra collection to China with him from India)." I 
hope future research will also examine this hypothesis. 


Kanjurs: 
Bathang: Bathang manuscript Kanjur (Eimer 2012) 
D: Derge blockprint Kanjur 
Gondhla: Gondhla manuscript Kanjur (Tauscher 2008) 
L: London (Shel dkar) manuscript Kanjur 
N: Narthang blockprint Kanjur 
P: Peking blockprint Kanjur 
S: sTog manuscript Kanjur 
T: Tokyo manuscript Kanjur 
V: Ulan Bator manuscript Kanjur 


Dunhuang manuscripts: 
IOL: India Office Library, London manuscripts 
P. tib.: Pelliot tibétain, Paris manuscripts 


Catalogues: 
Apple: Apple and Apple 2017, numbering of titles in P. tib. 1257. 
Bu ston: Bu ston’s catalogue, edition Nishioka 1980, 1981, 1983 
Lhan dkar ma: edition Herrmann-Pfandt 2008 
Phang thang ma: edition Kawagoe 2005 (cp. Halkias 2004) 
T: Taisho Shinsht Daizokyo 


T. 156: Dafangbian fobaoen jing KIT (EM ECA = D 353, P 1022: Thabs mkhas pa chen po 
sangs rgyas drin lan bsab pa’i mdo. (In addition to text 31, Phug brag 218 also contains 
this text in its first six folios, Samten 1992: 83n2.) NSV colophon: rgya nag las bod du 
*gyur ba la ’gyur gsar bead ma byas pa’o ||. Lhan dkar ma 253, ’Phang thang ma 232. 
While Gondhla 19.8 has this text, in Gondhla 21.7 we find a different translation: Sangs 
rgyas kyi thabs chen po(’i) drin la blan pa’i chos kyi yi ge | Sa’i thabs chen po’i drin la 
glan ba’i chos kyi yi ge, discussed by Tauscher 2008: xx—xx1. 


7. 


For convenience see Pedersen 1980: 60-61. Sakurabe 1930: 134 begins his essay by citing the Lidai sanbao 
ji HEA\ = Bc (T. 2034 [XLIX] 103a21; see Chavannes 1905: 353 for a translation) reference to Jianagupta’s 
having seen a *Ratnakita (Baoji ##%) in what may be Karghalik (Zhejujia wf), in Central Asia, which for 
Sakurabe places the Maharatnakita collection as a whole in the sixth century. It seems to me rather that the 
reference can only be to the so-called Kasyapaparivarta, that is, the Ratnakita par excellence, all the more so as 
immediately following in the list comes Lengjia fil, that is, the Lankdvatara-siitra. In Indian sources without 
exception Ratnakiita refers only to what we commonly know as the Kasyapaparivarta, one of the 49 texts of 
what is now the Maharatnakita collection. 
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As noted in Silk 2008: 177n1, for the text’s title in Tibetan the colophon quoted above gives 
only the translation Thabs mkhas pa chen po sangs rgyas drin lan bsab pa zhes bya ba’i mdo, 
but the text (in versions other than Gondhla 21.7) opens with the following: rgya’i [S rgya gar] 
skad du | de’i phang byan phhur po’u in kyeng su phim de’i ir (for variants see Tauscher 2008: 
46n124). This is a transliteration not only of Dafangbian fobdoén jing KATEMAR AK, but also 
of the following reference to the first section of the text, xupin FF ih (su phim), and diyi 3 — 
(de 7 ir). 


T. 171: *Sudana-siitra / Jinaputrarthasiddhi: Taizi Xudana jing KF ZAK Bk [T. 152 (14) 
Xudana jing AK EK ((IM] 7c27—-11a26)] (Shengjian #28) = D 351, P 1020: Reyal bu 
don grub kyi mdo. IOL Tib J 76. Lhan dkar ma 264, ’Phang thang ma 727. Bu ston 65. 
DNSV colophon: sngon rgya las ’gyur ba’i brda rnying par ’dug. Galambos and van 
Schaik 2015. Chinese translated in Chavannes 1911: 362-395. 


T. 202: Xianyu jing Bek (Huijue 42 and others) = D 341, P 1008: Mdzangs blun zhes bya 
ba’i mdo. Lhan dkar ma 250, ’Phang thang ma 230. Bu ston 75: ’Gos Chos grub kyis rgya 
gar dang rgya’i dpe las bsgyur ba. D colophon: rgya nag las ’gyur bar snang ngo. Apple 
63, spelt ‘dzangs blun. Among a large literature: Takakusu 1901; Mair 1993. Dunhuang 
mss edited in Terjék 1969, 1970, Ueyama 1990: 124-126. 


T. 273: Vajrasamadhi: Jingang sanmei jing <\il] =" = D 135, P 803: Rdo rje’i ting nge 
‘dzin gyi chos kyi rnam grangs yi ge. P. tib. 623, incipit: rdo rje ting nge ’dzin chos gyi vi 
ge i le’u gcig ste mgon nan gyi le’u’o (van Schaik 2014: 62, §25). Lhan dkar 254, ’Phang 
thang ma 233. Bu ston 220: rgya las bsgyur ba. Stein 1983: 13n23 refers to P. tib. 623. 
Takasaki 1986. English translation of Chinese in Buswell 1989: 185-251. According to 
van Schaik, the Dunhuang manuscript “is similar to the canonical edition, except for the 
presence in the manuscript of archaicisms [sic] such as the da drag and a rten.” 


T. 310 (5): Sukhavativyiiha: Wuliangshou rulai hui #§ 43% 413K @ (Bodhiruci) = ’Od dpag 
med kyi bkod pa. Akamatsu 1984b. P. tib. 557, 563, 562, 561, 556, 96, 564. Edition J. Silk 
in preparation. Partial English translation of Chinese in Chang et al. 1983: 339-359. 


T. 310 (7): Varmavyihanirdesa: Beijia zhuangyan hui #45 kx (Bodhiruci) = D 51: Go 
cha’i bkod pa bstan pa. NS colophon: lo tstsha ba mgos Chos grub kyis rgya’i dpe las 
bsgyur pa’o. Lhan dkar ma 31, ’Phang thang ma 685. Sakurabe 1930: 151; Ueyama 1990: 
126-129. 


T. 310 (13): Ayusman-nanda-garbhavakrantinirdesa: Fowei A’nan shuo chutai hui (i536 HE 
wt bat HA (Bodhiruci) = D 58: Tshe dang Idan pa dga’ bo mngal du ‘jug pa bstan pa. 
According to Kritzer 2012: 133, the Tibetan title of this translation and that of the 
following (D 57) were switched, since chutai \ /IR corresponds to mngal na gnas pa 
while rutaizang A }iAi& corresponds to mngal du ‘jug pa. NST colophon: lo tstsha ba ’gos 
Chos grub kyis rgya nag gi [N rgya’i] dpe las bsgyur cing zhus te gtan la phab pa. Lhan 
dkar ma 38, ’Phang thang ma 683. Most important is Kritzer 2012; see also Sakurabe 
1930: 153-154; Ueyama 1990: 126-129; Kritzer 2014. 
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T. 310 (14): Nanda-garbhdavakrantinirdesa: Foshuo rutaizang hui (iii ANAIKE (Yijing Bey5*) 
= D 57: Dga’ bo mngal na gnas pa bstan pa. See above T. 310 (13). NST colophon: 
Gcung mo’u dga’bo. Lhan dkar ma 37, ’Phang thang ma 684. Sakurabe 1930: 154. For 
Ueyama 1990: 129 (2) there is a strong chance that this is due to Chos grub. Kritzer 2012; 
2014. 


T. 310 (17): Pirnapariprccha: Fulouna hui ‘4 fH (attributed to Kumarajiva) = D 61: 
Gang pos zhus pa. Lhan dkar ma 41, ’Phang thang ma 713. Sakurabe 1930: 155; for 
Sakurabe 1930-1932: 243n, it is undoubtedly translated from Kuméarajiva’s translation; 
for Ueyama 1990: 129 (2) there is a strong chance that this is due to Chos grub. 
Mitsukawa 1988. 


T. 310 (20): *Vidyutpratapariprccha [so D, but perhaps erroneously for Vidyutprapdata°?): 
Wujin fuzang hui #ki {Rix (Bodhiruci) = D 64: Glog thob kyis zhus pa. End title in ST: 
Mi zad pa’i gter bstan pa’i le’u. Lhan dkar ma 44: glog/klog sbyin gyis zhus pa. ’Phang 
thang ma 714: klog gi dbyig gis zhus pa’i mdo. Sakurabe 1930-1932: 244n, from 
Chinese? Sakurabe 1930: 156-157; for Ueyama 1990: 129 (2), there is a strong chance 
that this is due to Chos grub. Partial English translation of Chinese in Chang et al. 1983: 
149-163. 


T. 310 (31): Gangottaraparipyccha: Gengheshang youpoyi hui tH) LE 52@ (Bodhiruci) = 
P. tib. 89: Dge bsnyen ma gang ga’i mchog gi ‘dus pa. Edition J. Silk to be published. 
English translation of Chinese in Chang et al. 1983: 37-40. [Cp. D 75: Gang ga’i mchog 
gis zhus pa: Jinamitra, Danasila and Ye shes sde: Lhan dkar ma 55.] 


T. 310 (40): Darikavimalasraddhaparipyccha: Jingxin tongnii hui ¥{a %& @ (Bodhiruci) = 
D 84 Bu mo rnam dag dad pas zhus pa. NST: lo tstsha ba ’gos Chos grub kyis rgya nag gi 
dpe las bsgyur cing zhus te | gtan la phab pa. Lhan dkar ma 64, ’Phang thang ma 185: bu 
mo dad Idan gyis zhus pa. Sakurabe 1930: 164; Ueyama 1990: 126-129. 


T. 310 (42): Maitreyaparipyccha: Mile pusa suowen hui fi) #26) @ (Bodhiruci) = P. tib. 
89: Byangs chub sems dpa’ byams pas zhus pa’ ‘dus pa. Apple 55: ’Phags pa byams pas 
dris pha’i mdo. Li 2016, and edition in preparation by Channa Li. [Cp. D 86: Byams pas 
zhus pa: Jinamitra, Danasila and Ye shes sde; Lhan dkar ma 66: byams pas zhus pa’i chos 
brgyad pa.| 


T. 366: Amituo jing bel i SEK (Kumarajiva) = Snang ba mtha’ yas kyi' mdo. P. tib. 758. 
Transcription of Chinese text in Tibetan script (OL Tib J 1405-1411) in Takata 1988: 
254-261. Apple 42: snang ba mtha’ yas kyi mdo. Akamatsu 1984a; edition J. Silk to be 
published. 


T. 374: Mahayana Mahaparinirvana-mahasitra: Da panniepan jing KAAS AK (Dharma- 
ksema) = D 119, P 787: Yongs su mya ngan las ’das pa chen po’i mdo. D colophon: mdo 
mya ngan las *das pa chen po rgyan nag nas bsgyur pa ’di | rgya nag gyi mkhan po Wang 
phab zhun dang | dharma’i gzhi ’dzin Dge ba’i blo gros dang | lo tsa ba Rgya mtsho’i 
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sdes bsgyur cing zhus te gtan la phab pa’o. Tr. by Wang phab zhun [Woon 2012: 13-17 
on this Chinese name], Dge ba’i blo gros and Rgya mtsho’i sde. Lhan dkar ma 249, 
*Phang thang ma 229. Yuyama 1981: 12-13. Woon 2012, though unpublished, is 
excellent. Sato 2012 summarizes the unpublished research of Arakawa 2009. The key 
point is that there are at least two recensions of T. 374, the Tibetan agreeing with the text 
preserved for instance in the Dunhuang manuscript Or 8210/S. 1833 (Ch.76.X.5). 


T. 411: Dasacakraksitigarbha: Dasheng daji dizang shilun jing KICK Fase iE (Xuan- 
zang) = D 239, P 905: ’Dus pa chen po las sa’i snying po’i ’khor lo bcu pa zhes bya ba 
theg pa chen po’i mdo. Tr. by Hwa shang Zab mo and Rnam par mi rtog pa. Apple 37: 
‘khor lo beu pa’i mdo | KFi ke-+ Mik. S 71 colophon: bande Rnam par mi rtog pas rgya 
las bsgyur ba’o | mdo ’dir skad gsar bead kyis gtan la ma phab pa’i ’gyur rnying pa ’ga’ 
zhig gda’o. Lhan dkar ma 82, ’Phang thang ma 40. 


T. 452: Foshuo guan Mile pusa shangsheng doushuaitian jing (hist UH Ee We LAE SERRE 
(attributed wrongly to Juqu Jingsheng 7H 2 Ht; this is rather a Central Asian composi- 
tion than a translation as such) = D 199: Byang chub sems dpa’ byams pa dga’ Idan gnam 
du skye ba blangs pa’i mdo. DSV colophon: zhu ba’i lo tsa ba bande Pab tong [S ban dhe 
ye pab stong; V ban de pab stong] dang | bande Shes rab sengges rgya’i dpe las bsgyur. 
Tauscher 2008: 77 and n182 quotes the transcription (to which I make one correction) 
Gondhla: Kwan byi log po sa zhong she te ‘i shwad thed kyeng, LS: Kwan byi log po sa 
zhong she te’u swad then kyeng, D: Kwan ji li’u phu sa zhang shyan ten shi sthyan kyin. 


T. 482: Lokadharaparipyccha: Chishi jing #¥ t+ (Kumarajiva) = D 174, P 841: phags pa 
‘jig rten ‘dzin gyis yongs su dris pa zhes bya ba’i mdo. Sakurabe 1930-1932: 321: 
translation from Kumarajiva’s version. 


T. 653: Fozang jing Hike (attributed to Kumarajiva) = D 123, P 791: Sangs rgyas mdzod kyi 
chos kyi yi ge || ming gcig ni chos so cog las gdams. N calls it Buddhadharmakosakara. 
Lhan dkar ma 255, ’Phang thang ma 234. Apple 15: sangs rgyas kyi mdzod. Bu ston 199: 
rgya las bsgyur ba. Mitsukawa 1988. [Cp. Buddhapitakaduhsilanigrahi: D 220, P 886.] 


T. 665: Suvarnabhasottama: Jin guangming zuishengwang jing CHARS EK (Yijing #235?) 
= D 555, P 174. Gser ’od dam pa mchog tu rnam par rgyal ba’i mdo sde’i rgyal po theg 
pa chen po’i mdo. Lhan dkar ma 251, ’Phang thang ma 231. SV colophon: zhu chen gyi 
mkhan po dang lo tsa ba bcom Idan ’das kyi ring lugs pa | ban dhe Chos grub kyis rgya’i 
dpe la bsgyur cing zhus te gtan la phab pa. From the large literature: Nobel 1937, 1944, 
1958; Oetke 1977; de Jong 1979; Okamoto 1987; Ueyama 1990: 121-124. See now 
Radich 2015, who suggests that D 556, P 175 may contain elements translated from 
Chinese; in addition, other translations from Chinese may have existed which are now 
lost. The matter is very complex. See also Li 2016. 


T. 670: Lankavatara: Lengjia abaduoluo baojing Pit HELE (Gunabhadra) = D 108, P 
776: Lang kar gshegs pa rin po che’i mdo las sangs rgyas thams cad kyi gsung gi snying 
po’i le’u. D colophon: dpal lha btsan po’i bka’ lung gis rgya’i slob dpon Wen hi yis 
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mdzad pa’i ’grel pa dang sbyar nas | lo tsa ba dge slong ’gos Chos grub kyis bsgyur cing 
zhus. Lhan dkar ma 252. Takasaki 1978; Ueyama 1990: 112-117. 
Cp. D 107, P 775. D colophon, erroneously: ’phags pa lang kar gshegs pa zhes bya ba theg pa 
chen po’i mdo ji snyed pa rdzogs so | becom Idan ’das kyi ring lugs pa ’gos Chos grub kyis 
rgya’i dpe las bsgyur te gtan la phab pa’o. 


T. 685: Foshuo yulanpen jing whist HAGE = S 266, T 266, V 314: Yongs su skyob pa’i snod 
ces bya ba’i mdo. SV colophon: zhu chen gyi lo tsa [V tstsha] ba dge slong [V ’gos] Chos 
grub kyis rgya'i dpe las bsgyur cing zhus te gtan la phab pa’o. Edition (of S), translation 
and study Kapstein 2007; translation of S in Berounsky 2012: 116-120. 


T. 784: Sishi’erzhang jing Va — HK = D 359a (mdo sde, ah 281b1—289a3): h.pho bsho [= 
iit] zi shi il tang kying, Dum bu zhe gnyis pa zhes bya ba’i mdo. Colophon: de lta bu’i 
khungs dang Idan pa’i mdo ’di sngon bod du ma ’gyur zhing rgya’i bka’ ’gyur na bzhugs 
pa las gnam skyong gong ma’i bkas manydzu’i skad du bsgyur zhing bod skad du bka’ 
bcu su b.ha ga shre ya d.hwa dza dang dka’ [> bka’] bcu d.hya na ri starh bya sa gnyis gyi 
bsgyur | sog skad du rab ’byams pa pra dznyo da ya bya sas bsgyur ba | rgyal bstan la lhag 
par dad pa’i sbyin bdag hing lin gyis chos sbyin rgya cher spel ba’i phyir dngul srang 
brgyas skad bzhi shan sbyar ba’i spar bsgrubs te ci lcogs shig spyar nas zhing mchog dam 
par gyur pa rnams la phul ba’i dge ba’i rtsa bas rgyal bstan rin po che dar zhing rgyas la 
yun ring du gnas ba dang ’jig rten khamsu nad dang mu ge ’khrugs rtsod nam yang mi 
*dung zhing ma gyur sems can thams cad myur ba nyid du bla na med pa’i byang chen 
thob par gyur cig. Edition Feer 1868 (Chinese, Tibetan, Mongolian). Chinese translated in 
English several times. 


T. 785: Dedao tideng xizhang jing t+ i8 PATE SAL (Anonymous trans.) = D 335, P. 1001: 
’Khar gsil gyi mdo. Along with D 336, P. 1002: ’Khar gsil ’chang pa’i kun tu spyod pa’i 
cho ga. No translator identified. However, in IOL J Tib. 205 we find: khar sil gyi mdo || 
cho ga di zhu chen gyi lo tsa ba ban de Chos grub kyis rgya’i dpe las bsgyur cing zhus te 
| gtan la phab pa ||. Ueyama 1990: 141-142. 


T. 794: Shifeishi jing HFEF (Ruoluoyan 4 Hel) = IOL J Tib 213: Dus dang dus ma yin pa 
bstan pa. Colophon: zhu chen gyi mkhan po dang | lo ca ba bcom Idan ’das kyi ring lugs 
ban de Chos grub gyis rgya’i dpe las bsgyur cing zhus te | gtan la phab pa ||. Chinese and 
Tibetan edition, with Japanese translation, in Ueyama 1990: 129-140. 


T. 945: *Siirangama Sitra: Da foding rulai miyin xiuzheng liaoyi zhupusa wanxing shouleng- 
yan jing Kw TAMAR a AUB aS SF Be ey We BST TG eE (Bancimidi Ag B77) = D 237, P 
903: Gtsug gtor chen po bam po dgu pa la bdud kyi le’u nyi tshe phyung ba. Lhan dkar 
ma 260, ’Phang thang ma 238. DS colophon: sngon gyi dkar chag gsum du rgya nag las 
>gyur bar bshad do. Bu ston 319: rgya las bsgyur ba. Staél-Holstein 1936. Chinese 
translated into English several times. See also Benn 2008. 


T. 998: Parinatacakra [or: Parindmacakra]: Foshuo huixianglun jing #6332 Al fae (*Stla- 
dharma, Shiluodamo J" #@x2/£) = D 242, P 908: Yongs su bsngo ba’i ’khor lo zhes bya ba 
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theg pa chen po’i mdo. Lhan dkar ma 262, ’Phang thang ma 236 (or 720?). Bu ston 323: 
rgya las bsgyur ba rnam par mi rtog pa’i ’gyur. D colophon: li’i dge slong sde snod gsum 
dang Idan pa Shi la dharmasa | rgya gar gyi dharma rgya’i ye ge las bande Rnam par mi 
rtog gis bsgyur ba. Bathang 148 (Eimer 2012: 103) colophon: zhu chen gyi lo tsa ba ban 
de Chos grub kyi rgya dpal [> dpe] las bsgyur cing gtan la phab pa. Saerji 2010. See 
below under Samddhicakra. 


T. 1060: Qianshou qgianyan guanshiyin pusa guangda yuanman wuai dabeixin tuoluoni jing 
FF FARTS ye eK BL es SR EAA BEERS (Jiafandamo Hili#/E) = D 691 & 897, 
P 369 & 522: Byang chub sems dpa’ spyan ras gzigs dbang phyug phyag stong spyan 
stong dang Idan pa thogs pa mi mnga’ ba’i thugs rje chen po’i sems rgya cher yongs su 
rdzogs pa zhes bya ba’i gzungs. S 645 colophon: zhu chen gyi lo tsa ba ban dhe Chos 
grub kyis rgya’i dpe las bsgyur te gtan la phab pa. IOL Tib J 214, 453, 513, P. tib. 43, 49, 
356, 420, 421. Dalton and van Schaik 2006: 29; Ueyama 1990: 142—146. See Herrmann- 
Pfandt 2008: 186-188. 


T. 1071: Mukhadasaikavidyamantrahrdaya: Shiyimian shenzhou xinjing + — Ti #H St ty #& 
(Xuanzang) = D 694, P 374: Zhal bcu gcig pa’i rig sngags kyi snying po zhes bya ba’i 
gzungs. S 643 colophon: zhu chen gyi lo tsa ba becom Idan ’das kyi ring lugs pa ban dhe 
Chos grub kyis rgya’i dpe las bsgyur cing zhus te gtan la phab pa. Ueyama 1990: 147— 
148. 


T. 1082: Guanshiyin pusa mimizang ruyilun tuoluoni shenzhou jing #i thr EF WEN FA AL 
bE REE SHILAK (Siksananda €{ EE) = D 692, P 370: Spyan ras gzigs dbang phyug gi 
gsang ba’i mdzod thogs pa med pa’i yid bzhin gyi ’khor lo’i snying po zhes bya ba’i 
gzungs. S 647 colophon: zhu chen gyi mkhan po dang lo tsa ba bcom Idan ’das kyi ring 
lugs pa ban dhe Chos grub kyis rgya’i dpe las bsgyur cing zhus te gtan la phab pa’o. 
Ueyama 1990: 146-147. 


T. 1484: Fanwang jing *E#d#K = Brahmajdla: D 256, P 922: Chos kyi rgya mo sangs rgyas 
rnam par snang mdzad kyis byang chub sems dpa’i sems kyi gnas bshad pa le’u bcu. 
Lhan dkar ma 261B, ’Phang thang ma 237. Apple 21: tshangs lha dra pa, a word-for- 
word translation of #3 (cf. T. 21, below under ‘Questionable Cases’). Bu ston 337: rgya 
las *gyur ba. A translation of the second juan (the older portion) of the Chinese text. 
Tokiya 1990; Maeda 1992. Chinese translated into English several times. 


T. 2871: Datong fangguang chanhui miezui zhuangyan chengfo jing Ki87i FEE E EX 
i = D 264, P 930: Thar pa chen po phyogs su rgyas pa ’gyod tshangs kyis sdig 
sbyangs te sangs rgyas su grub par rnam par bkod pa zhes bya ba theg pa chen po’i mdo. 
Lhan dkar ma 258 (cp. 149), "Phang thang ma 235. Bu ston 345: rgya las ’gyur ba. D 
colophon: rgya nag gi ’gyur shlau ka bdun brgya rtsa becu gnyis ta bam po gnyis dang 
shlau ka brgya beu gnyis. Rona-Tas 1971. Stein 1983: 13n23 refers to P. tib. 92 as a 
translation “in Chinese vocabulary.” See also IOL Tib J 207, La Vallée Poussin 1962. Dan 
Martin (in his 21 April 2014 version of his 7ibSkrit bibliography, s.v. Mahamoksa Sitra; 
repeated without clear attribution to Martin by Apple 2014: 34n28) draws attention to a 
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manuscript in the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek (BSB Cod.tibet 922: 211b—213a [BSB ID 
11814440]), the colophon of which attributes the translation of this siitra to Jinamitra and 
Ye shes sde, but goes on to question this: ’phags pa thar pa chen po phyogs su rgyas pa 
*gyod tshangs kyi sdig sbyang ba ste | sangs rgyas yongs su grub pa bkod pa zhes bya ba 
theg pa chen po’i mdo rdzogs so || || rgya gar gyi mkhan po dzi na mi tra dang | zhus chen 
gyi lo tsa ba bandhe ye shes sdes zhus te gtan la phab pa’o || || [smaller letters] ’di la kha 
cig *phags yul gyi skad dod med par yid gnyis su gzung ste klan kar byed pa dag rang la 
chos dang chos min ’byed pa’i dngos stobs kyi yon tan sna gcig med par Itar snang 
khengs dregs la bcos nas rgyal ba’i bka’ dri ma med pa la’ang ma gus pa’i log rtog sun 
*byin byed pa ni nang pa sang rgyas pa’i phyi rol tu gyur pa’i mu stegs pa zhes bya ba de 
*di las logs su mi smra zhing | ’gyur khyad par dbang gis *di dang ’di’i rigs mthun ji 
snyed rang cag las rnam dpyod mi dman pa’i sngon byon mkhas grub chos spyan Idan pa 
rams gyis mdo yang dag tu bzhed nas gsung rab rin po che’i khrod du bzhugs su gsol ba 
yin pas chos spong mtshams med kyi las mi gsog cing bag yod par bya | ’di spar du sgrub 
skabs kyang khams bod kyi bka’ ’gyur spar ma thams cad dang | khyad par gangs ljongs 
rgyal khab chen po’i ma phyi chen mo sogs dpe khungs btsun du ma dang bsdur zhing 
dag par bgyis pa yin pas kun gyis yid brtan rung par yod do ||. Chinese studied in Makita 
1976: 290-303. 


T. 2881: Shan’e yinguo jing #7 ARK = D 354, P 1023: Legs nyes kyi rgyu dang ’bras bu 
bstan pa zhes bya ba theg pa chen po’i mdo. D colophon: zhu chen gyi lo tsa ba bande 
Chos grub kyis rgya gar dang rgya’i dpe las bsgyur cing zhus te gtan la phab pa. IOT J 
220, 221, 298, 335.2—3. Likewise D 355, P 1024: Dge ba dang mi dge ba’i las kyi rnam 
par smin pa bstan pa’i mdo. According to Ren 2012, which contains editions of the text, 
D 354 by Chos grub probably knew the earlier translation D 355 of Mchims Sakya ’od, 
both based on the same Chinese original. However, this needs reconsideration, according 
to Channa Li. Makita 1976: 336-344; Ueyama 1990: 119-121. 


T. 2883: Saddharmardaja: Fawang jing }& = = D 243, P 909: Dam pa’i chos kyi rgyal po 
theg pa chen po’i mdo. DS (S 216, 220) colophon: sngon rgya las ’gyur ba’i rnying pa 
skad gsar gyis ma bcos par snang. Lhan kar 243, Phang thang ma 254. IOL J 222 + 264 
(van Schaik 2014: 28, §2 claims that “[t]hough not previously noticed, these two 
manuscripts together make a complete item” but Okimoto 1978 already fully explained 
this reconstruction of the two separately catalogued items), 223, 265, 266, 267, P. tib. 
624, 2105.2. Edition and translation (and reproduction of the manuscript) from P. tib. 
2105 in Lalou 1961; edition of Chinese in Okimoto 1978, 1998: 278-330; According to 
Stein 1983: 9, citing several Japanese scholars, all Dunhuang manuscripts are identical to 
the Kanjur version, except P. tib. 2105 (van Schaik claims the same, without however 
referring either to Stein or to the Japanese scholars). The colophon of this manuscript 
reads: ha se’i gwan ‘dva’i to seng lyog meng pab ha’ gyis | chos rgyal gyi mdo ’di | mjug 
chad pa rgya'i gpe [> dpe] las bsgyur pa’o, understood by Okimoto to mean (transcribed) 
“Fi PES AA Sak< YD >I" WME [that is, the Sramana Fahai, Chief Sarngha Registrar (a title 
in use from 848~914) from the Hexi administrative juristiction] translated this Dharma 
King sutra from the authoritative Chinese version.” I believe that Okimoto’s suggestion 
of an accidentally omitted #% is more plausible than other suggested Chinese 
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reconstructions. [The summary here intentionally skips over the many problems raised by 
the above. | 


T. 2897: Tiandi bayang shenzhou jing Kuh) \ Wath stk = D 1067, P 693: Sangs rgyas kyi chos 
gsal zhing yangs pa snang brgyad ces bya ba’i mdo. Bu ston 1287: snang brgyad ces bya 
ba’i rig sngags li las bsgyur ba ’di ’phang thang mar bka’ yang dag tu mdzad mod kyi 
brtag pa’i gshi’o. In the source of this, however, ’Phang thang ma 733 itself, we find: 
snang brgyad ces bya ba’i rig sngags, followed by (in reference to this and 732): mdo 
dang gzungs ’di rnams rgya dang li las bsgyur. See Kawagoe 2005: 36nn152—152. Oda 
2015a: 57-58 divides the Dunhuang Tibetan renderings into three groups: Old (P. tib. 
746, 747, 749), New (P. tib. 743, 745, 729, 2100, 744 + IOL J 416 [? 461?] + IOL J 462, 
IOL J 459 + P. tib. 106 + IOL J 416, IOL J 458, 460, 463, P. tib. 454 + IOL J 461), and 
Later (P. tib. 2206, 742, 730, 748), discussing examples in the following pages. P. tib. 
1258 is transcribed by Takata 1988: 270-282, with remarks 29-31. P. tib. 743 and 745 
have the title as follows: rgya gar gyi skad du Par yong shin ji’u [or: dzu] khyed [or: 
khyang]| || bod skad du ’Phags pa snang brgyad ces bya ba’ || thag pa cen po ’i mdo ||. 
Quoted from Nishioka 1981, an essential study; see also Oda 1986; 2015b; Stein 1983: 
90-92, and passim. Edited in Tibetan and translated in German by Weber and Huth 1891 
(sic!); studied by Eimer 2002; Dalton and van Schaik 2006: 205-208. On the history 
briefly see Oda 1983: 71-72; 2001; Kimura 1997. The Kanjur text is roughly one quarter 
the extent of the Dunhuang text. 


Shiwang jing + = Bcom Idan das kyi gzhin rje la lung bstan pa dang | ’khor rnams la 
bshos ston bdun tshings bya ba dang | sangs rgyas kyi zhing du skye ba dang | lha’i pho 
nya bstan pa zhes pa’i mdo. Translation and reproduction of the Tibetan text in 
Berounsky 2012; Chinese in Du 1989; Teiser 1994. 


Zuimiao shengding jing he WEEE = ’Phags pa ting nge ’dzin mchog dam pa zhes bya ba’i 
mdo. D 137, P 805. P. tib. 102, IOL Tib J 198. The Chinese is edited in Izaki 1998, earlier 
in Fang 1995: 338-348, yet earlier by Sekiguchi 1969: 379-395 (originally 1950). Magin 
2002 translated the Chinese with a lengthy introduction. Greene 2012: 240n115 
(repeatedly mis-ordering the elements in the Chinese title) suggests the scripture’s title be 
understood as “Scripture on the Supreme Excellency of Meditation,” rather than 
“Scripture on Most Supremely Excellent Meditation,” but the Tibetan translation supports 
the latter. Note that a manuscript in the Institute of Oriental Manuscripts, Russian 
Academy of Sciences (JIx. Tu6. 217; Zorin 2018, who also identifies P. tib. 720 and 900 
as the same text), differs somewhat. Zorin 2018: 33 speculates that perhaps “J[x. Tu6. 217 
has preserved for us an ancient version of the Tibetan translation of the [sttra].” 


Chinese Not Yet Identified: 


Atajnadna: D 122, P 790: ’Da’kha ye shes zhes bya ba theg pa chen po’i mdo. Lhan dkar ma 
270. Bu ston 198: rgya las ’gyur ba. SV (Shey) colophon: dkar chag mying par rgya las 
‘gyur bar bshad. Herrmann-Pfandt 2008: 149: “Dieser Text is im chinesischen Original 
verlorengegangen, findet sich aber noch in der tibetischen Ubersetzung, die von Lange 
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und Titel her eindeutig mit dem |Han-Teiteleintrag zu identifizieren ist.” Sakurabe 1930- 
1932: 292n. 


Dharmasamudra: D 255, P 921: Theg pa chen po’i mdo chos rgya mtsho zhes bya ba: DSV 
colophon: rgya las ’gyur ba skad gsar bead kyis gtan la phab pa’o. 


Buddhanusmytisamadhisamudra: L 97, S 130, T 131, V 180, Shey 161, Gondhla 30.09: 
Sangs rgyas rjes su dran pa‘ ting nge ‘dzin gyi rgya mtsho: S, Shey colophon: mdo ’di 
sngon rgya las ’gyur ba’i mjug ma rdzogs pa sgyur ’phro lus par snang ste mkhas pas legs 
par gzigs *tshal. See Tauscher 2008: xvi. 


Samadhicakra: D 241, P 907: Ting nge ’dzin gyi ’khor lo zhes bya ba theg pa chen po’i mdo. 
Lhasa colophon 242 (Sakurabe 1930-1932: 353n credits this to Narthang): rgya gar gyi 
mkhan po Shi la dha rma dang | bande Rnam par mi rtog pas rgya las bsgyur ba. The 
same is found in the Derge Kanjur dkar chag (laksmi 131a7). This is closely related with 
the following text P 908, Parinamacakra, for which see above, T. 998. Saerji 2010 refers 
to T. 356 Foshuo baoji sanmei wenshushili pusa wen fashen jing (iit Tt = ORS ATA 
we BK and T. 355 Rufajie tixing jing ATRFUMSLER and to D 118, P. 786, Rin po che’i 
mtha’, Ratnakoti, and provides a collated edition of all versions of this text and the 


Parinamacakra, with the Tibetan drawn from D. 


Samyagacaravyttagaganavarnavinayaksanti: D 263, P 929: Yang dag par spyod pa’i tshul 
nam mkha’i mdog gis ‘dul ba’i bzod pa. SV colophon: rgya las ’gyur | ’gyur rnying pa 
skad gsar cad kyis bcos par snang ngo. Bu ston 342: rgya las ’gyur ba. 


Questionable cases: 


T. 21: Fanwang liushierjian jing SE#A7N + — SL / T. 1 (21): Brahmajala-sitra: Fandong jing 
HE (Chang ahan jing Fb 21) = D 352 Tshangs pa’i dra ba’i mdo. Lhan dkar ma 
261A credits the translation to Ye shes sde (cp. Phang thang ma 248). Herrmann-Pfandt 
2008: 144 comments “Vermutlich ist dies keine Ubersetzung aus dem Chinesischen.” Cf. 
above T. 1484, with which there might be a confusion. 


T. 310 (11): Rasmisamantamukta-nirdesa / PrabhdsGdhana: Chuxian guangming hui th BAG 
HA = D 55: ’Od zer kun tu bkye ba’i le’u; P 760 (11), Mustang: ’Od zer kun du bkye ba 
bstan pa; LST: ’Od zer bsgrub pa; V: ’Od zer bsgrub pa, but colophon: ’Od zer rab tu 
bkye ba’i le’u ste | ’dus pa bcu gcig pa. Several Kanjurs refer to the text as a ‘dus pa 
rather than a /e’u. According to Sakurabe 1930: 153, it follows Bodhiruci’s Chinese 
translation exactly. Given the frequency with which Maharatnakita texts were translated 
from Chinese, the matter should be examined. 


T. 592: Devatasitra: Tian qingwen jing Kini (Xuanzang). D 329: lha’i mdo, no colophon 
in any edition. Apple 35 has /has dris pa’i mdo alongside this Chinese title. However, at 
least P. tib. 732 seems to have the text title as /has gsol pa. We have many Sanskrit 
sources, edited by Vinita 2010: 259-303. As she notes, however, P. tib. 732, which 
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apparently parallels Gondhla 24.18, differs significantly from the version preserved in 
Kanjurs. Other Dunhuang Tibetan manuscripts are P. tib. 103, 731, Stein 370 (3, 4, in 
Dalton and van Schaik 2006: 104). 


T. 680: Buddhabhimi: Fodi jing th} (Xuanzang) = D 275, P 941: Sangs rgyas kyi sa (also 
Apple 33). DN, Gondhla colophon: rgya gar gyi mkhan po Dzi na mi tra dang | Shi lendra 
bo dhi dang | Pradznya barma dang | zhu chen gyi lo tsa ba bande Ye shes sdes ti ka dang 
sbyar te gsar du bsgyur cing zhus te gtan la phab pa. However, S colophon: sngon rgya las 
’>gyur ba rnying pa brda ma bcos pa’o. Despite this indication, a quick comparison of the 
texts in Tibetan and Chinese as edited in Nishio 1940: I.1—24 (Tib.), II.151-164 (Chn.) 
(with trans. II.165—178) suggests that at least the Tibetan version preserved in the Kanjurs 
was not rendered from Xuanzang’s Chinese. 


[T. 1307: Foshuo beidou qixing yanming jing Hiei s+ ue Ait K.] The Sme bdun zhes bya 
ba skar ma’i mdo, P 1028, is translated from some undermined source (not T. 1307, 
which is however related), perhaps a lost Yuan dynasty Chinese version of the ‘Great 
Bear Sutra,’ according to Franke 1990: 91. The Tibetan is edited and translated in 
Panglung 1991. See Mollier 2008: 134-173. Concerning the translation, the colophon 
seems to me unclear (Elverskog 2006: 117-118), but according to Matsukawa 2004: 203, 
“Tt is the only Tibetan Buddhist scripture that clearly notes that its source was 
Mongolian.” 


[T. 2887: Fumu enzhong jing SQ Et KE H2.] Apple 86 lists this Chinese title with the Tibetan 
pha ma’i drin lan bstan pha, which corresponds to Lhan dkar ma 263: Pha ma’i drin lan 
bsab pa’i mdo. Phug brag F 218 contains two texts: Thabs mkhas pa chen po | pha ma’i 
drin lan bsab pa’i mdo, the first six folios of which are mentioned above under T. 156, 
above. Bu ston 48. Berounsky 2012: 89-99; Makita 1976: 50-60. English from Chinese 
in Arai 2005. However, at least the text preserved in the second portion of F 218 does not 
correspond to T. 2887. Moreover, it is not certain that this is translated from Chinese at 
all. If it is, its original has yet to be identified. (Special thanks to Dr. H. Eimer for remarks 
on this item.) 


Ajatasatrukaukytyavinodana: Lhan dkar ma 257 considers this as translated from Chinese (so 
too the Bstan pa rgyas pa rgyan gyi nyi ’od, Schaeffer and van der Kuijp 2009: 11.8), but 
*Phang thang ma 74 does not. Miyazaki 2007 argues that the attribution is in error. It is 
possible that another now lost translation was recorded in earlier sources. 


Arthavistara nama dharmaparyaya: D 318, P 984: Don rgyas pa zhes bya ba’i chos kyi rnam 
grangs. Not in Lhan dkar ma, but listed as translated from Chinese in the Bstan pa rgyas 
pa rgyan gyi nyi ’od, Schaeffer and van der Kuijp 2009: 11.15. See Phang thang ma 262, 
Bu ston 52. 


Bodhisattvapratimoksacatuskanirhara: D 248, P 914: Byang chub sems dpa’i so sor thar ba 
chos bzhi sgrub pa. If the text is properly identified, Lhan dkar ma 259 wrongly classifies 
it, as does the Bstan pa rgyas pa rgyan gyi nyi ‘od, Schaeffer and van der Kuijp 2009: 
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11.10. The text is studied in Fujita 1988. 


Dge bcu dang du blang ba’i mdo: Lhan dkar ma 266, ’Phang thang ma 716. IOL Tib J 606, 
mentioned by Herrmann-Pfandt 2008, seems likely to be only vaguely related. 


Maitreyavyakarana: P 1011, N 329: Byams pa lung bstan pa. Lhan dkar ma 265B, ’Phang 
thang ma 273. N colophon: rgya gar gyi mkhan po Dzi na mi tra dang | lotstsha ba ban 
dhe Dpal brtsegs raksi tas bsgyur. 


Rgyal bu kun tu dge ba’i mdo: Lhan dkar ma 269, ’Phang thang ma 731. F 111, ST 268, V 
316: rgyal po kun tu dge zhes bya ba theg pa chen poi mdo. 


Upayakausalya. According to Sakurabe 1930: 163; 1930-1932: 251n, 360n, this Tibetan 
translation is closest to the Dasheng fangbian hui KA€77 {EB (T. 310 [38], translated by 
Nandi #€#). For Tatz 1994: 17, however, the correspondence is rather to the Huishang 
pusa wen dashanquan jing 7 1.45 WETELA 2 HE (T. 345, by Dharmaraksa “35 i) = D 
261, P. 927: Thabs mkhas pa zhes bya ba theg pa chen po’i mdo. Lhan dkar ma 173, 
’Phang thang ma 152, 701? [Cp. D 82: Updyakausalyajnanottarabodhisattvapariprccha: 
Lhan dkar ma 62.] Tatz 1994 (he also prepared a typewritten edition, privately circulated). 
Examination of the text suggests that it is not a translation of either T. 310 (38) or T. 345. 
The Tibetan texts may not be translated from Chinese at all, as suggested in Li 2016: 
218-223. Channa Li continues to investigate the problem. 


Vimalakirtinirdesa: P. tib. 610 and 611 contain fragments of a Tibetan translation of the Vima- 
lakirtinirdesa. Referring to de Jong 1968-1969 (see earlier de Jong 1955), Stein 1983: 
29n39 wrote: “Undoubtedly, it is a question of a translation from Chinese, but de Jong has 
found that the original is neither the Chinese translation of Kum§rajiva, nor that of Xuan- 
zang.” However, what de Jong (1968-1969: 7) has more precisely said is: “Le No. 610 
nutilise pas le vocabulaire de la Mahdvyutpatti. Il est possible qu’il s’agit d’une 
recension primative de la traduction de Dharmatasila revue plus tard aprés la compilation 
de la Mahavyutpatti. Il se peut aussi que le No. 610 ait été traduit 4 Touen-houang ow il 
fut trouvé. Dans ce dernier cas, le texte 4 la base aurait pu étre une traduction chinoise.” 
Thus he hypothetically accepts that a priori it could have been translated from Chinese. 
However, after mentioning the volume of manuscripts of Kuma§arajiva’s Chinese 
translation found at Dunhuang, de Jong goes on: “Si l’on avait trouvé une traduction 
tibétaine basée sur celle de Kumarajiva, cela n’aurait eu rien de surprenant. Cependant le 
No. 610 s’écarte essentiellement de la traduction de Kumarajiva comme de celle de 
Hiuan-tsang. Il n’est pas raisonnable de supposer que le no. 610 soit traduit sur une 
recension chinoise inconnue.” The conclusion he draws from this is that: “Il faudra 
certainement séparer nettement le No. 610 et le texte du Kj. [Kanjur] des traductions 
chinoises.” I do not know why this confused Stein, but Lamotte (1962: 15 ) also seems to 
misrepresent de Jong when he says “II est hors de doubte, dit M. de Jong, que le scribe du 
No. 610 n’a connu ni la traduction de Dharmatasila ni la Mahavyutpatti.” This is, strictly 
speaking, true, but not because P. tib. 610 is unrelated to the translation attributed to 
Dharmatasila, but rather because it seems to have perhaps been its antecedant. To be 
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certain, more study would be welcome, but at least it is de Jong’s conclusion that both P. 
tib. 610 and 611 are not translations from Chinese. 


T. 670: Lankavatara: See above, with the discussion. 
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